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ANNOUNCEMENT TWELFTH ANNUAL MEETING 


Sessions will held the campus Gordon Divinity School, Beverly Farms, 
Mass., Tuesday and Wednesday, Dec. 27-28, 1960. 


car: from U.S. Highway mi. north Boston take 
Mass. Highway #128 northeast Exit The Divinity School grounds are adjacent 
Exit 


train: both the New N.Y. Central serve Boston. From the North 
Station Boston take the Boston and Maine R.R. the Beverly Farms Hamilton- 
Wenham stations. Transportation the Gordon campus may had making 
arrangements advance telephoning arrival. Dr. Goddard will send R.R. 
schedules request. 


plane: from the Boston airport take shuttle bus the subway and 
transfer North Station car Scallay Square Station, use limousine 
North Station; and take the Gordon above. 


you have not yet made room and meal reservations, sure 
writing Dr. Burton Goddard, Box E., Beverly Farms, Mass. Rates 
will follows: 


Meals (cafeteria style), breakfast $.60; lunch, $.85 
Banquet, Tuesday evening, $.99 
Rooms dormitory Divinity Bldg., $1.50 per night. 


12:00-12:30 Lunch served 


1:00 


3:00 


3:45 


4:30 


6:00 
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12th Annual Sessions the E.T.S. 
December 27-28, 1960 
Gordon Divinity School, Beverly Farms, Mass. 


Tuesday, December 
Dining Hall 
Tuesday Afternoon Session 
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President Allan MacRae 
Devotional Service Earl Kalland 
Conservative Baptist Theological Seminary 
Greetings 
James Forrester, 
Pres. Gordon College and Div. School 
Adoption the Docket 
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Agrapha” 
William Lane, Sovereign Grace Publishers 


“Is the Jesus Hebrews 4:8 Joshua?” 
Wilbur Wallis 
Covenant College and Seminary 


Business Session 
Executive Reports 


President Allan MacRae 
Secretary Barton Payne 
Treasurer Alfred Cierpke 


Auditor’s Report 
Committee Reports 
Membership Barton Payne 
Program Arrangements, Laird Harris 
Special Committee the Promotion 
the Work E.T.S., 1961-1965. 
Election the Nominating Committee 
New Business 


Use Genesis his Epistle the 
Romans” 
John Montgomery, West Waterloo, Ont. 


“Quotations the Synoptics and the De- 
pendence the Greek Matthew Mark” 
Laird Harris, Covenant Theo. Seminary 


“Plans for School Biblical and Ar- 
chaeological Studies Jerusalem,” 
Joseph Free, Wheaton College 


Tuesday Evening Session 
Fellowship Banquet Dining Hall 
Pres. Laird Harris, moderator 


Devotional Period 
Samuel Schultz Wheaton College 
Presidential Address, “Challenges Evan- 


gelical Scholarship” 
Allan MacRae Faith Theo. Sem. 


Illustrated Lecture, “Excavating Ancient 


Dothan, 1960.’ 
Joseph Free Wheaton College 
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11:00 
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Nelson Baker, Baptist Theo. Sem. 


“Some Thoughts the Trinity” 
Kenneth Grider, Nazarene Theo. Sem. 


Panel Discussion, “Recent Trends Theo- 
logical Study” 
David Kerr, moderator 
Assoc. Dean, Gordon Divinity School 
“Symbol and Reality Nicolas Berdyaev” 
Robert Knudsen 
Westminster Theological Seminary 
Dining Hall 
Wednesday Afternoon Session 


Business Session, Div. School Auditorium 


Reports Regional Sections 
New England Ariel Ainsworth 


Eastern Alfred Black 
Southern Howard Hanke 
Mid-Western Henry VanTil 


Far-Western Kenneth Daniels 


Committee Reports 


Necrology Barton Payne 
Editorial Steven Barabas and 

Neil Winegarden 
Nominating 


New Business 

Report the Resolutions Committee 

“Luke vs. John—A Promising Chronological 
Solution.” 


Johnston Cheney, Oakland, California 


“An Analysis Christian Education the 
Light Modern Public School Edu- 


cational Research” 
William Studer 


“Parapstchology Christian Education” 
Preston Phillips, Jr. Durham, N.C. 


Closing Devotional Service 
James Yerkes, South Yarmouth, Mass. 


Atlanta, Ga. 


8:30 
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THE BIBLE AND NON-INSPIRED SOURCES 
Unity Christian High School 


well known that the writers the biblical books sometimes depended for 
their knowledge facts ordinary sources information, such public registers, 
official chronicles and journals, genealogical lists and other documents. Some the 
genealogies and historical data found the Bible were undoubtedly copied verbatim 
from such sources. Matthew Henry his comments the complex genealogies 
Chronicles presumed that “Ezra took them found them the books the 


kings Israel and Judah” and that “he copied them out they came his 
hand.” 


The writers the Old Testament books Kings and Chronicles mention 
several sources historical data from which they evidently drew information. 
Among these sources are the following: “the book the acts “the 
chronicles the kings Judah,” “the chronicles the kings Israel,” “The 
history Samuel the seer,” “the history Nathan the prophet,” “the history 
Gad the seer,” “the prophecy Ahijah the and “the visions Iddo 
the seer” (See Kings 11:41; 14:29; 15:31; Chron. 29:29; Chron. 9:29). 
“The book the kings Israel” mentioned seventeen times (for all kings 
except Jehoram and Hoshea) and “the book the kings Judah” cited fifteen 
times (for all but five Judah’s kings). The history recorded Kings and 
Chronicles covers span more than four centuries. That being the case, the 


writers could not have had firsthand knowledge all that they relate, but had 
rely earlier documents. 


Chronicles 20:34 typical notation the writer’s source: “And the rest 
the affairs Jehoshaphat, early and latter, behold, they are written along with 


the affairs Jehu the son Hanani, which are inscribed the book the kings 
Israel” (Translation own). 


The frequent occurrence such references indicate rather large measure 
reliance upon extra-canonical documents the part those who composed and 
wrote these books the Bible. The use non-inspired materials poses problem 
for the Bible-believing Christian. The problem brought focus the question 
raised Dr. Everett Harrison Revelation and the Bible (C.F.H. Henry, ed., 
Baker Book House, 1958, 249): “Does inspiration require that Biblical writer 
should preserved from error the use sources?” 


Our present concern with this question occasioned outspoken denial 
the inerrancy the Bible, certain orthodox circles, the ground that some 
the writers the biblical books used non-biblical sources information, from 
which they copied historical and genealogical data. The argument simply that 
since some the historical and genealogical data Scripture taken from non- 
inspired sources, cannot regard these data infallible. Support for this position 
has been drawn from the writings James Orr, Matthew Henry and Everett 
Harrison. shall not repeat the quotations these men full (see January issue 
Torch and Trumpet), but shall summarize briefly the view Orr and Matthew 
Henry, follows: Inspiration does not eliminate the biblical writers’ need de- 
pendence documentary sources. And where sources information fail where 
there are omissions, blots, erasures, errors other defects, supernatural informa- 
tion not given inspiration supply the lack correct the defect error. 


4 
q 


The implication this position clear: The errors which corrupted the non- 
inspired sources were brought over into Scripture. The Bible not infallible 
those points where errors were copied from the documentary sources. 


shall say this argument? Does the use non-inspired materials 
the writers Scripture destroy the infallibility their writings? may readily 
granted that the documents which they used sources information may have 
been corrupted errors and defects, but does necessarily follow the Scriptures 
were corrupted these same errors and defects? 


Before venturing answer these questions would point out that this argument 
proceeds grounds which are not compatible with Christian theism. The Christian 
who believes that the Scriptures are God’s Word cannot consistently hold that the 
Scriptures were originally corrupted errors. deny the truthfulness God’s 
Word amounts denial the truthfulness God. Aside from this, however, the 
argument question impresses rather flimsy one which based what 
amounts nothing more than opinion. What comes down this: The Bible 
contains errors historical details because includes erroneous historical data. 
This amounts saying that the Bible contains errors because contains errors. The 
point cannot proved chasing one’s tail logically, assuming that the 
writers the Bible copied errors. Such procedure begs the question, since the con- 
clusion assumed true from the start. 


All argumentation, sure, proceeds certain assumptions, but the only valid 
argumentation, from the standpoint Christian theism, presupposes God the 
ultimate reference point for man’s interpretation things Peter 1:20,21). With 
reference the present discussion this means that God has given absolutely author- 
itative revelation and that, absolutely authoritative, this revelation must true 
every point. The least bit falsehood inserted into the autographa would break the 
Scriptures authoritative revelation. Hence there are only two alternatives: either 
God speaks truth everywhere Scripture there authoritative revelation and 
therefore true interpretation things found anywhere. 


Christian faith requires that begin with the former proposition. learn from 
Scripture that the Scriptures are God’s Word and then say that the Scriptures are 
true because they are God’s Word. said that reason circle less than 
others will reply that begin our argument with God. This way reasoning 
perfectly consistent with the Christian faith; rather, the only way reasoning 
that consistent with the Christian faith. Both faith and reason require that pre- 
suppose that God and that speaks the Bible. This but another way 
saying that Scripture God’s Word must self-authenticating; must bear witness 
its own divine origin (as Timothy 3:16, Exodus 20:1, 


If, the contrary, should predicate error any part Scripture, should 
rejecting thereby the testimony God with respect His own Word. That this 
very serious matter Dr. John Murray shows with compelling logic when says, 

“In the Old Testament find great deal evidence that bears directly upon the divine 
character and authority what written. Much that written the prophets, for ex- 
ample, is, introductory statements such ‘Thus saith the Lord,’ asserted divine 
origin, content and authority. the most express way the divine seal attached 
what written. Obviously, error could discovered predicated any the pas- 
sages bearing this seal, then there are only two alternatives. The claim the Word 
the Lord must rejected fallibility must predicated the divine utterance. 

The adoption this [latter] alternative means the abandonment the witness Scripture 
the basis Christian doctrine. the witness Scripture not accepted the ground 
the doctrine, not reliable this department doctrine, then what right can 


its witness pleaded the authority any department truth? (The Infallible Word, 
17). 


see, then, that the whole the Christian faith bound with the 
truthfulness the Scriptures. For this reason insist that our study the 
Scriptures must begin with assumptions that are consonant with Christian faith. 
Our assumption that God speaks truth everywhere Scriptures consonant with 
Christian faith. The contrary assumption that the Scriptures may contain error 
hostile Christian faith. the utmost importance that keep this mind 
when study portions the Bible containing data gathered from outside sources. 
one begins assuming that the Scriptures are the Word the living God and then 
immediately finds fault with that Word taking position that inconsistent 
with supernatural Christianity. 


The question before whether the inspired writers Scripture were kept from 
error when they used non-inspired sourcs information. Our answer this question 
will consonant with supernatural Christianity only harmony with the 
testimony Scripture its own origin. 


The inspiration Scripture whole requires that divine supervision was ex- 
ercised connection with the entire process which the Word God was inscrip- 
turated. granted that the writers Scripture were divinely guided the 
actual composition the autographs, then can hardly denied that they were led 
the Holy Spirit also their research and their selection trustworthy source 
materials. 


Furthermore, the fact that the sources were non-inspired does not imply that the 
historical genealogical data taken from them were necessarily erroneous. James 
Orr, the quotation which reference has already been made, states that the sources 
used certain Old Testament writers were “good” and “trustworthy” and that Luke 
composed his gospel means “accurate research”; but then Dr. Orr inconsistently 
supposes that numerous errors corrupted these good and trustworthy documents and 
that these defects were transcribed into Scripture. Matthew Henry takes the same 
position, but adds that the defects which make the genealogies obscure were 
“plain and easy them then (who knew how fill the deficiencies).” these 
matters were “plain and easy” the inspired writers, there reason suppose 
that they could not have recognized and corrected any mistakes which would render 
the inscripturated Word unreliable. 


Before draw hasty conclusions about the original manuscripts the Old Testa- 
ment must take into consideration the critical problem the extent which our 
present Old Testament text has been corrupted alterations and errors made 
scribes their copy work. This problem the more critical because our present 
text far removed from the autographs. fact, extant Old Testament manu- 
script older than than the 10th century A.D. except minor fragment, the Nash 
Papyrus containing only the Decalogue and the text Deuteronomy 
6:4; also, the recently discovered Dead Sea Scroll containing the entire text 
Isaiah, dating from the 2nd century B.C. few other manuscripts the biblical 
text were also found among the Dead Sea Scrolls, but have not yet learned all 
the results critical study them.) 


not deny that there are numerous and very perplexing difficulties the 
genealogical and historical passages the Bible. Many the difficulties, however, 
having been studied the light all the available facts bearing them, have 
yielded explanation and harmonization. Some remain unresolved because all the 


facts are not known. all the facts were known each instance, the solution 
the remaining problems would also apparent. Meanwhile, seems best and 
keeping with the nature Christianity accept the testimony Scripture that 
God’s Word truth. proclaim dogmatically the presence error the Bible 
arrogate oneself wealth knowledge which does not actually possess. 
Many the relationships the ancient genealogies are unknown, the methods 
reckoning are often intricate, and the family histories are obscure. How, then, can 
speak with such positiveness concerning these things, that can infallibly point 
out what error and what not? 


Although not possible, due our complete ignorance many the relevant 
facts, resolve all the difficulties concerning the genealogies found the Old 
Testament, possible, very reasonable grounds, resolve many the 
difficulties. 


One difficulty which connected with ancient genealogical lists the unusual 
method reckoning which was sometimes employed. This accounts for some the 
divergences which find parallel lists names given, for example, Genesis 46, 
Numbers and Chronicles the Genesis list Benjamin has ten “sons”, some 
them being fact grandsons but reckoned sons. recognition this method 
lessens considerably the difficulty harmonizing these widely divergent genealogies. 

Another difficulty these same genealogies arises from typographical changes 
names, due the close resemblance certain Hebrew letters, e.g., mem and shin, 
daleth and resh. Thus, Muppim (Genesis 46:21) Shuppim Chronicles 7:12; 
Huppim (Genesis 46:21) Hapham Numbers 26:39, and Huram Chron- 
icles 8:15. 


third type difficulty due possible mistranslation the part copy- 
ists. Philip Crannell, whose article “Genealogy” the International Standard 
Bible Encyclopaedia excellent, cites Chronicles 8:1 example such mis- 
translation. Here Benjamin’s son Becher omitted while Bela and Ashbel, other 
sons Benjamin, are listed Genesis and Numbers 26. possible, accord- 
ing Crannell, that the words “And Benjamin begat Bela his firstborn, Ashbel” are 
mistranslation, due copyist’s taking the words bekher we’ ashbel (Becher and 
Ashbel) for bekhoro ’ashbel (his firstborn, Ashbel). The Hebrew words are the 
same either case, except for vowel points, which the copyist would have supply. 
this explanation correct, the verse question would begin, “And Benjamin 
begat Bela, Becher and Ashbel,” and would then harmony with the list given 
Genesis 46. This explanation, however, while might solve one problem the 
text, creates another one even greater difficulty. the Becher was mistranslated 
“firstborn”, then how are account for the designation subsequent “sons” 
those whom Benjamin begat “second”, “third”, “fourth” and 


These are but few the endless difficulties which burden our study the 
Scriptures. Hence, conclusion, word caution order. The apostle who 
charges Timothy study show himself approved unto God, able rightly divide 
the Word truth, also warns that same young servant Christ against “endless 
genealogies” such as, quote the Berkeley Version, “furnish disputes rather than 
acceptance faith God’s administration Tim. 1:4). Certain false teachers 
among the Jews the early church were apparently perplexed the many intricate 
problems the genealogies the Scriptures and were fascinated them point 
beyond edification. Perhaps their interest these matters was stimulated de- 
sire discover from what tribe Israel they were descended. any event, their 


(cont. 92) 
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HAS THERE BEEN SHIFT THE PRESUPPOSITIONS 
CRITICISM 
Central College, Pella, 


evangelical scholar should critical Biblical research such. 
Indeed, some have made noted the area lower, textual criticism. 
But when researcher employs naturalistic attitude carrying out so-called higher- 
critical investigations, the orthodox student feels that presuppositional bias has 
been introduced which inconsistent with the which the very study 
Biblical literature seems demand. Nineteenth century criticism tended ap- 
proach the Bible body religious literature which contained the story the 
natural evolution the Jewish-Christian faith. certainly did not approach 
inerrant Scripture nor did assume with orthodoxy the equal authority its several 
parts. The practical results rightly alarmed the orthodox Christian: purely evolu- 
tionary theory religious development was propounded, the gospel stories well 
Old Testament accounts were viewed self-contradictory, some supposed 
prophecies were made over into histories the technique late-dating docu- 
ments, the so-called “quest for the historical Jesus” assumed that the real Jesus was 
something less than the gospel records with all their Jewish, Hellenistic and con- 
fessional accretions, the possibility miracles was suspect, and on. 


William Hordern sums the fundamentalist’s attitude toward higher criticism 
his Layman’s Guide Protestant Theology (Macmillan, 1956, pp. 55-57) when 
writes that the fundamentalist’s opinion the theologically liberal higher critic 

refused take the Bible upon its own terms supernatural revelation 
and quite naturally missed the whole point. The higher critic assumed 
that his reason was sufficient know all that one needs know order 
understand the world, presuppostion which makes revelation un- 
searches for the naturalistic causes the Bible 
and the process distorts the Bible the real difference lies 
two totally different world views The higher critic assumes 
that the world self-contained unity, the fundamentalist 


accepts the reality the supernatural God and God’s supernatural 
intervention among men. 


Hordern’s statement layman’s language dramatized the opposing positions 
those who appeal the divine authority Scripture and the higher critic who re- 
tains theologically liberal and philosophically naturalistic orientation. 


With this historical estimate mind let return the question, “Has there been 
shift the presuppositions criticism?” This really two questions one. can 
mean, (1) “Has there been shift the presuppositions higher criticism 
theory recent decades?” and (2) “Has there been shift the presuppositions 
those critics who accept the older criticism with reservations and who theologically 
have become neo-liberal neo-orthodox?” These are two quite different questions 
and seems important that they should not confused. 


answer the first must said that there have been very interesting shifts 
critical theory but with little evidence shift underlying postulates. This 
especially true the basic idea the inerrancy and full authority all Scripture. 
The shift from the documentary hypothesis the theory form-criticism, where 
oral traditions behind documents are sought out, has not brought return high 


view the written Word. has brought, George Anderson points out his 
Critical Introduction the Old Testament (London: Duckworth Co., 1959, 5), 
new concern for the community within which oral traditions arose and for the 
light which archeology increasingly throwing upon community-cultural life. There 
have been important shifts which seem favor conservative theology such the 
back-dating the Psalms. But, quote Anderson, “the older approach was supple- 
mented, not supplanted. Gunkel (form criticism) did not want dispense with 
literary analysis, but rather, assuming its general conclusions, new 
synthesis the material.” Anderson himself happy that criticism continues 
“break the tyranny the old dogmatic approach the Bible” (p. 8). Much the 
same true the New Testament field. shall indicate that there have been im- 
portant changes details interpretation the critical evaluation the New 
Testament literature, but the basic presupposition against infallibility and for the 
gradual evolution Christian-concensus continues. 


But while the answer the first question implied our topic must no, the 
second issue, seems me, requires affirmative response. For the critical liberal 
become neo-liberal does involve change theological presuppositions. Increas- 
ing numbers those who are now writing about the theology the Old New 
Testament may still speak about the “assured results critical analysis” least 
believe that higher criticism provides the point departure for dealing with the 
Biblical revelation, but critics they have been endeavoring practice break 
away from the nineteenth century naturalism. neo-liberalism and neo-orthodoxy 
they have been seeking religion beyond the old humanism, ground for faith and 
authority within the Bible, Christianity which Christ somehow again made 
central. This general change may due part the crisis conditions that have 
come pervade our era that man’s condition and religious need can longer 
met optimistic and evolutionary humanism. With many the shift due 
more the impact social conditions than due the impact biblical in- 
struction. There thus little agreement, little sense common direction among 
those who gravitate toward neo-liberalism and neo-orthodoxy. Ridderbos points 
out his chapter Revelation and the Bible (p. 349), “The tone the critical 
scholars repeatedly less self-assured than was the turn the century.” There 
strong dissatisfaction with merely rationalistic, Hegelian approach, and yet 
not thoroughgoing “desire bow before the divine authority the Bible.” 
general the shift has not brought return the orthodox attitude toward the 
Scriptures but has, nonetheless, involved more than surface change biblical 
interpretation. deep rooted and involves basic assumptions, want now 
indicate means several examples from recent Old and New Testament studies. 
Even brief treatment this question will also reveal the fact, believe, that the 
neo-liberal critic probably holds set basic commitments which are less self- 
consistent than those the older theological liberal. fact the very inconsistent 
and paradoxical state things some existentialist quarters welcomed 
theological virtue. 


order make our point most clearly will expedient bi-pass the 
philosophical theologians since they tend reflect the work older biblical criticism 
rather than doing present-day literary analysis. only recent years that the 
neo-liberal students have discovered sufficient unity one both Testaments 
attempt the task writing account the theology thought the Bible. From 
among those who have been making the attempt have chosen John Bright and 
Frederick Grant for purposes illustration. 


Professor John Bright’s defense the historical character the Old Testament 
has recently been set forth his History Israel (Westminster Press, 1959), 
where, the works Albright, solid use made current archeological and 
linguistic data. Bright’s position was precisely presented his 1954 lectures 
Crozer Theological Seminary “Biblical Authority and Biblical Theology” (re- 
printed booklet form from Crozer’s The Voice, 46, no. 1954). There 
Bright criticized the views Hodge, Warfield, and Strong for taking the Bible 
seriously its entirety that they had resort “prooftext plucking” (p. 
order establish their theology. Yet not satisfied with the liberal Protestantism 
which sought for norm within the Bible the ethical teachings Christ. argues 
that the study traditions behind the Gospels form-criticism has shown that 
Christ was never merely ethical and non-theological but always object faith. 
The eschatalogical element, for example, must accepted part the original 
kerygma message Jesus Christ. Concerning his own field Old Testament 
studies Bright reasons that the neat Wellhausen evolutionary interpretation just does 
not accord with the facts Israel’s religious history, “There increasing dis- 
position, while not minimizing the admitted development Israel’s faith, find 
essential oneness through all periods its history” (p.9). concludes that, “as 
the older liberalism used it, the Bible ceased except name normative over 


Christian belief and action. fact, the church was left virtually without objective 
authority all” (p. 10). 


John Bright believes that possible recognize the human element and the 
non-authoritative Scripture and yet find norm and principle unity within 
the Bible. “Biblical theology” believes possible find normative 
statement the Hebrew-Christian faith that can occupy normative position over 
the church. The principle unity found the New Testament kerygma: 
“The Messiah has come, and none other than this Jesus who came, did mighty 
works, was crucified and now has risen again” (p. 18). Bright’s position allows 
for more subjectivism and disagreement among scholars than true orthodoxy, 
nonetheless holds that 


the essential features the Bible faith can set forth with great 
measure agreement. theme Heilsgeschichte: the God who acts 
history redeem his people, and who acts decisively Jesus Christ, 
who ever summons his people respond his grace obedience and 
live covenant under his righteous rule, and who has declared that 
the end history there stands the triumph his Kingdom (p. 18). 


Having found this “saving-history” within the Bible, final task make 
its meaning relevant the modern world. Here agrees with Bultmann that the 
Bible must re-interpreted. But not Bultmann’s “de-mythologization”, for this 
really amounts “de-theologizing” the Bible. “Rather”, argues Bright, “we should 
retain the language, while admitting its difficulty, but ask there not behind 
some theology which, rightly understood, might not affirm—albeit different 
language—as clearly did Biblical man, and which might normative for our 
faith” (p. 21). This willingness affirm the theology expressed the story cre- 
ation and fall, and the laws land tenure the laws sacrifice, and on, 
makes possible for Bright come much fuller confession faith than was 
possible for the older ethical-modernist. Such shift, seems me, implies 
alteration basic presuppositions. 


Professor Frederick Introduction New Testament Thought (Abing- 
don-Cokesbury Press, 1950) affords another clear example the postulates neo- 


liberalism. finds underlying unity the midst much diversity thought 
the New Testament and between the Testaments appealing form-criticism 
uncover the New Testament message developed oral and written form within 
the early church community with all its Judaic and Hellenistic background. 
early 1933 his The Growth the Gospels (Abingdon Press, 18) Grant ex- 
pressed his dissatisfaction with the destructive and evolutionary criticism. His 1950 
study attempt find alternative liberalism and orthodoxy, find within 
the New Testament “revelation God Christ.” 


Grant’s presupposition for the interpretation the New Testament made clear 
his statement that “neither philosophy nor historical tradition the central 
factor New Testament thought, neither Greek ‘wisdom’ nor Jewish tradition but 
the new life Christ” (p. 54). longer does follow Harnack’s thesis 
Hellenistic influences the New Testament strongly earlier works. (It 
still there some his interpretations Paul, Mark, Hebrews, and especially 
John.) Now Grant devotes great deal attention Jewish influence and the 
Old Testament theological background. claims that “The Old Testament view 
God, creation, man, history, sin, salvation, and human destiny acted 
catalytic agent precipitating and crystallizing the ideas the apostolic church. 
not only preserved and carried over many the major doctrines Judaism, but 
helped give form the new ideas and doctrines that sprang fresh and unique out 
Christian experience” (p. 53). Beyond this Grant recognizes that the New 
Testament “it everywhere taken for granted that Scripture trustworthy, infallible 
and inerrant New Testament writer would ever dream questioning 
statement contained the Old Testament” (p. 75). times even appears 
regret that this view has now become too “old fashion” for him (p. 87). 


The clearest way check the presuppositional shift thinker like Grant 
note what has say about miracles and the supernatural. discussing the 
importance miracles the New Testament says that after two centuries 
attempt the effort remove “the miraculous” from the Gospels appears hopeless, 
Christianity, affirms, the core” (p. 157). This does not 
mean that Grant believes all the miracle stories should accepted although they all 
appeared miraculous the first century believers. But cannot accept such nine- 
teenth century explanations the feeding the multitude simply example 
boy sharing his lunch, the “walking the water” being really walking 
“along” the lake. Grant’s criterion here seems that such rationalizations just 
don’t help understand the religion and theology the New Testament the 
first and second century setting. better, says, leave them they stand 
“as indispensable element the gospel story, and the evidence (for the first 
century) the stupendous power and true nature the oncoming kindom God” 
(p. 158). 


This last statement points Grant’s own positive theory, the “eschatological in- 
terpretation miracles.” eschatological interpretation Grant means that miracles 
are signs the unfolding God’s plan action for the ages. Biblical miracles did 
not simply confirm the message God’s prophet (as they do, says, John), but 
“they actually advanced the change which God was bringing about his world; they 
drove back the forces evil and led the forces the divine kingdom” (p. 149). 
this very eschatological quality, feels, which distinguishes New Testament 
miracles from pagan accounts. The Synoptics especially present Jesus saying, “If 
the finger God that cast out demons, then the kingdom God has come 
upon you” (Lk. 11:20, Mt. 12:28). 


Now should noted that this approach the miraculous enables him give 
many the Biblical miracles theological significance and more less bi-pass 
the question their historicity. just can’t apply twentieth century scientific 
methods the first century world, argues. Rather, “The real test miracle 
with religious value was, then now, and every age, whether not supplied 
proof the presence, the power, the purpose God” (p. 148). far evidence 
concerned, according Grant, the first century people were credulous, and they 
were satisfied interpret the reported phenomena, not the evidence (p. 155). How- 
ever, the evidence for Jesus’ miracles, insists, was more than hearsay common 
report. Jairus’ daughter for example, was given food, the chronic hemorrhage was 
cured crowd, and the blind man “sees everything clearly” and sent home. 


Grant places great deal stress upon the fact that there was central miracle 
the Old Testament: the deliverance from Egypt culminating the giving the 
law, and central miracle the the New Testament: the resurrection Christ 
culminating the coming the Spirit and the establishment the New Israel 
(Chap. VII). And, says, “the evidence for this greatest miracle all 
stated repeatedly” (p. 156). The very diversity the evidence shows that 
could not have been devised one man and its amplitude and importance was 
never questioned the early church. This not say that Grant accepts all the de- 
tails concerning the resurrection. thinks, for example, that there are late additions: 
the emphasis “forty days,” the “physical,” the idea eating with the disciples, 
etc., which, reasons, probably came meet the Gnostic peril (pp. 227-9). 


must admited that more the naturalistic rationalistic element lingers 
the approach Grant the Bible than the case with Bright. But the point re- 
mains that Grant has found way preserve his theology the concept the 
supernatural. Like Bright, wants find unifying theme the Bible and 
base his Christian faith and thought upon it. Like George Ernest Wright (God Who 
Acts, London, SCM Press, 1952) these men believe they have found way beyond 
the more rationalistic and evolutionary presuppositions the older liberal critics. 
Bright says, Biblical theology based Heilsgeschichte, God’s redemptive 
acts within man’s history, and Grant has parallel “eschatological” approach 
God’s plan action. This surely represents shift presuppositional emphasis. 
does not mean that these men have desire return orthodoxy, especially that 
means returning the view the Scriptures inerrant and divine authority 
all its parts. And does not mean that these men have the emphasis objective 
historicity which has generally been characteristic orthodox Christianity. must 
conclude that the new “existential theology” leaves its exponents with many problems 
and unresolved issues, but they are not all the same difficulties any means which 
orthodoxy uncovered the older critical position. There has been shift the 
presuppositions those doing critical theology today—a shift which gradually 
bringing about reevaluation “higher criticism” imperative that 
evangelical scholarship should not only point the continuing influence the older 
naturalistic and rationalistic assumptions but also understand and meet the newer 
existential and eschatological perspective actually being propounded its 
increasingly influential advocates. 


TODAY’S CRITIC—PRESUPPOSITIONS, TOOLS 
AND METHODS 


SAMUEL SCHULTZ 
Wheaton College 


Recent years have witnessed renewed interest the Word God. The 
“theology the Word God” much more popular than was recent decades. 

For evaluation the Word God many theologian, philosopher, minister 
and turn the layman dependent upon the scholar who primarily devotes his 
intellectual efforts biblical studies. the latter expresses his reasoned opinions, 
involving judgment the value trustworthiness the Scriptures becomes 
known critic. Consequently today’s critic has vitally important role the 
attitude toward the Word God. 


Any critic immediately confronted with the problem presupposition. the 
preface, the introductory chapter, the author volume dealing with the Word 
God usually states his position. Should the Bible regarded literature, 
cultural tradition, inerrant scripture, the record religious encounter? All 
these and possibly more come into focus when any critic faced with the written 


record, the Bible. 


Basic among all these questions the presupposition the critics regarding the 
trustworthiness the Bible. This the watershed that ultimately divides them into 
two camps. One group regards the Bible face value—reliable, trustworthy and in- 
errant. The other group may presuppose various other positions except the recog- 
nition that the Bible reliable throughout. 


Clearly illustrative the former position the book Young, 
the Old Testament (Eerdmans, 1949), 33, “The viewpoint adopted this 
present work that the Old Testament the very word the God truth.” Inter- 
pretation throughout based this assumption. 


The latter viewpoint vividly set forth the /ntroduction the Old Testment 
the late Pfeiffer Harvard (Harpers and Bros.), 141. wrote 
follows: “Broadly speaking, the Graf-Wellhausen hypothesis adopted funda- 
mentally sound the following analysis the Pentateuch.” This statement repre- 
sents the key his intrepretation the Old Testament. 


Undoubtedly more mediating position represented Albright who has 
frequently used archaeological evidence verify historical parts the Scriptures. 
However, often disregards scriptural statements, holding them invalid when 
they not agree with his viewpoint. Thiele, The Mysterious Numbers the Hebrew 
Kings, illustrates this point vividly: 247: 

“It will observed that Albright’s acceptance the single statement 
Chron. 16:1—on the priori assumption that the Chronicler must 
regarded the preserver certain reliable facts not preserved Kings 
and that ‘we have right desregard the datings regnal years the 
kings Judah which find there, especially when they are consistent 
and reasonable e.g., the case him denial 
seven other Biblical statements. And this result not all opposition 
Kings Chronicles, for order accept the validity Chron. 16:1 
Albright rejects the validity Chron. 12:13 and 13:1. order 
accept single statement Chronicles rejects two others Chronicles 
addition five Kings. Can that order have this one 


reference Chronicles correct, two other references Chronicles well 
give Kings must wrong?” (p. 247-248) 


More recently the presupposition that the Scriptures cannot regarded in- 
errant specifically set forth Norman Gottwald his volume, Light the 
Nations (Harper Bros., 1959). After defining the theory verbal inspiration (p. 
7). asserts that “those who categorically reject the premises and conclusions 
verbal inspiration must not cast the role the devil’s advocate, for rather than 
disparaging the Bible they seek the overthrow theory about the Bible that 
historically untenable and religiously deceptive.” 


Gottwald further adds that “it can argued that the only presupposition common 
all Old Testament critics the necessity questioning tradition, examining 
religious literature would examine any other writings order determine 
authorship, date, sources, and historical background. This once sounds the death 
knell for verbal inspiration, but beyond that does not dictate conclusions the 


philosophical religious framework through which the Old Testament should 
viewed.” (p. 


Although Gottwald seeks objective his approach the Old Testament 
seems presuppose that the scriptures cannot regarded inerrant. fact, 
delineates his angle vision admits that “the fact that value judgments are 
inescapable. all come the Old Testament with some ultimate perspective, even 
deny the ultimacy the Hebrew claim. not only the student who be- 
longs one the traditional religions who possesses presuppositions. His may 
more obvious and, because the Old Testament Scripture him, may have 
greater initial difficulty striking off the shackles tradition. But the agnostic, the 
naturalist, the humanist, the pantheist (and these terms may taken refer not 
much clearly distinquished, hard and fast groups the various opinions 
traditional religion) has his own conceptual framework within which views 
the common subject matter.” (p. 13) 


The common denominator Old Testament critics seems the presupposition 
that either the scriptures are inerrant, trustworthy and reliable that they are 
treated the purely human level. For the latter the value judgment the critic 
imposed Scripture while for the former the Scripture accepted the standard 
which all value judgments are subjected. 


simple illustration this the Book the Covenant, Ex. 20:23 23:19, which 
purports given Mt. Sinai and ratified the Israelities the Scriptures are 
taken their natural context. With the presupposition that the Scriptures are not 
trustworthy this passage relegated period after Israel entered Canaan and 
divorced from its Mosaic association historically. The verses Exodus which 
specifically state that Moses wrote down all the Lord’s pronouncement are not re- 
garded reliable but assigned the document the days the Divided Mon- 
archy (Gottwald, 251). 


their analysis the Pentateuch whole, today’s critics who not recog- 
nize the Bible reliable ignore almost all the internal references that ascribe 
writing Moses. Rather than regarding the simple statements that Moses wrote 
certain parts the Pentateuch they accept the presupposition that oral tradition pre- 
vailed. Writes Anderson his book, Understanding the Old Testament (Prentice- 
Hall, 1957), 156, “The period from Moses David was the period par excellence 
the oral tradition.” Religious traditions Israel were handed down orally until 
the Divided Kingdom era when these oral traditions were transmitted documents 

(cont. 92) 


THE LEGITIMATE LIMITS BIBLICAL CRITICISM 
MERRILL TENNEY 
Wheaton College Graduate School 


Biblical criticism comparatively recent development the history the 
Christian church. Except for the sporadic attacks its enemies, like that Celsus 
the second century, the authenticity and integrity the Biblical books were 
largely taken for granted. Occasional observations like Martin Luther’s James, 
that was right strawy epistle,” represented casual opinion rather than studied 
research. From the Council Nicaea (325) the end the Reformation move- 
ments (1775) the church whole was more interested discussing theology than 
was the historical and textual background the Scriptures. 


Beginning with the rise rationalism the seventeenth century under Spinoza 
and later with the Encyclopedists the French Revolution, Christian scholars were 
confronted with the problems the historical origins and validity the Biblical 
records. If, their opponents contended, much its content was mass legend, 
written time later than the traditional dates demanded, and composed men 
who possessed first-hand knowledge the facts, the genuineness and authority 
the Bible would seriously impaired. How could jumbled miscellany legends, 
shaped the limited knowledge and concepts unenlightened bigoted era, 
convey any imperative message that modern scientific thinkers would accept? 


attempting meet this attack the present science Biblical criticism was 
developed. The connotation the term “criticism” unfortunate, for implies 
negative attitude. Biblical criticism not necessarily attack the Scriptures, 
but examination their historical and literary relation the times and events 
concerning which they were written. This study not itself destructive; can con- 
firm and illumine the Biblical text just well can cast doubt upon de- 
valuate it. Insofar historical and literary evidence can used find out exactly 
what the Bible means and remove difficulties understanding it, the study 
beneficial. 


understanding the procedure Biblical criticism, however, what limits should 
set for it? not any questioning the Bible piece impertinence? the 
Scriptures are the Word God, most evangelicals believe, are they not above 
criticism? Would not any challenge their truthfulness integrity blasphemous 
impudence? 


Since the Bible was written human beings who lived definite times 
definite places, must related the circumstances and places which was 
produced. The historical events which speaks from which springs, the 
personalities who wrote whose deeds chronicles, and the ideas that con- 
tains are all part setting which other records and literature belong. com- 
parison between the facts and concepts the Bible and those contemporary litera- 
ture may valuable means interpreting its meaning for modern readers. 


the Bible the revelation God men, must superior any ordinary 
book. Not only must its teachings reliable, but the historical framework 
which they are contained must also accurately formulated. true that psycho- 
logical truth can conveyed historical fiction, many novels demonstrate, but 
the Bible does not purport fiction. The events which narrates are recounted 
actual happenings, its characters are treated actual men and women; and its ideas 
are set forth the Word God men. take the Bible face value, de- 
mands not only attention but also obedience. 


Where, then, shall Biblical criticism begin, and where shall stop? Can 
commence the process historical and literary evaluation, only halt fixed 
point, because beyond would sacrilege? Can curtail our investigations 
without placing unwarranted curb honest scholarship? 


order determine the proper sphere Biblical criticism, the following limita- 
tions are suggested: 


The Limitation Inspired Character. 


One should begin recognizing the unique character the Bible. Its dy- 
namic different from that any other piece writing that has survived from 
antiquity. The reality this dynamic amply attested its effect history. 
Throughout the period which the Scriptures have been known and circulated, they 
have produced moral impact upon men that cannot duplicated any other 
literature. The reading the Law Josiah moved the king repentance and re- 
form (II Kings 22:10-13; 23:1-25); the public translation Ezra stimulated 
sweeping change the conduct the people (Nehemiah 8:1-6; 9:1-3); and 
more recent times the Bible, wherever has gone, has proved potent force 
producing righteousness. Not all its characters were moral, and not all its history 
can serve model for present behaviour, but the standards which measures 
both those characters and that history are far above those contemporaneous re- 
ligious belief. Neither Homer, nor Plato, nor any other writer philosopher has 
had the influence for moral change, nor has given such lofty concept God 


has the Bible. 


Any criticism that seeks explain the Bible must take this fact into account. 
treat the Bible simply the Hebrew-Christian contribution the literary achieve- 
ments the race, neither better nor worse than the other surviving documents 
antiquity, undervalue and ignore the most striking characteristic the 
book. criticism that does not allow for this dynamic and that does not recognize 
its existence will draw partial, not faulty conclusions. Such criticism will tell 
much about the Bible dissection corpse will tell about the living man. 
fails recognize its living quality. 


The Limitation Evidence 


conclude that the Bible incorrect its statements because does not 
accord with the information that possess overlooks the fact that not all the 
necessary evidence may available. The narratives the Bible not pretend 
give complete account all the events that take place, nor even deal exhaustive- 
with the phenomena that concern them most. Historical records past ages have 
largely perished because the wars, vandalism and neglect that they have suffered. 
Many statements the Scriptures cannot corroborated because they have hither- 
remained the sole witness the facts which they speak, but they must not con- 
sequently regarded with suspicion. new discoveries enlarge the knowledge 
the ancient world, they tend confirm rather than contradict the Bible. All in- 
terpretative hypotheses that are formed from known facts should regarded 
tentative until sufficient evidence available afford concrete confirmation. 


The Limitation Personal Understanding 


Sometimes the critic rather than the evidence may fault. may not 
have seen the evidence its proper light, and have drawn hasty false conclu- 
sions. Biblical language can misunderstood because not the idiom our 
own times. Numerous small misinterpretations the New Testament have been 
cleared the discovery papri which have not changed the readings the manu- 


scripts, but which have shown that well-known word had been wrongly translated. 
Any previous critical judgment the text, however learned, would have been er- 
roneous because imperfect understanding the part the critic. 


The critical student the Scriptures should learn discount his own prejudices 
when dealing with evidence. Complete objectivity probably impossible, for even 
unconsciously human beings think molds; but the theologians the past have 
failed interpret the Scriptures correctly because “unscientific” bias, 
equally true that many critics the present fail even more lamentably because 
antisupernaturalistic bias. cases where positive evidence lacking, suspended 


judgment imperative; and the benefit the doubt should given the Bible’s 
claims for itself. 


The Limitation Purpose 


forming any conclusion concerning the historicity and truthfulness the 
Scriptures, should always keep mind the purpose for which they were written. 
The writers the Bible did not include more than their purpose writing de- 
manded, nor did they explain contemporary phenomena for the benefit scholars 
the twentieth century. charge them with omission obscurity presuppose 
obligation that they would not have recognized. Their readers hearers would 
have understood easily allusions that are obscure us, and would have been able 
fill gaps commonplace knowledge that not now available. 


Furthermore, one should assume that these writers were normally truthful. Apart 
from any question inspiration, the authors the Old and New Testaments were 
not impelled perverted ambition victimize gullible public. They were not 
making point producing religious fiction. Most them were prophets and 
preachers who jeopardized their lives proclaim what these manuscripts contain. 
They would not have wasted their efforts trivia, nor would they have propagated 
untruth. Falsehood not unknown religious literature, but there reason for 


beginning Biblical research with the assumption that the subject study un- 
trustworthy. 


The Limitation Positive Contribution 


The unfortunate connotation Biblical Criticism which has brought into 
disrepute that characterized destructive denial. Generally has been 
accused constantly attempting find discrepancies the Bible, and dis- 
credit its truth. enumerate apparent inconsistencies disagreements its text 
may part the total procedure investigation, but conclude basis 
insufficient evidence that these indicate unreliability quite another thing. The aim 
healthy criticism should seek fuller understanding and confirmation 
the purpose sincere writers and clarify their obscurities, rather than make 
these obscurities reason for rejecting their testimony. 


These limitations not circumscribe the scholar his investigative work. 
has the utmost liberty search for evidence, classify and interpret it, view 
the Bible its light, and formulate hypotheses interpretation that may prove 
helpful. They mean that cannot honestly entertain hostile bias the Scrip- 
tures and the same time them justice, nor should treat hypothesis 
fact when has not sufficient material evidence support it. should sure 
his premises before asserts emphatically the finality his conclusion. 


illustration the application these limitations one may cite the work 
Thiele The Mysterious Numbers the Hebrew Kings. For years the 
chronologies the kings Israel and Judah had defied reconciliation, and many 


scholars had concluded either that the Biblical text was corrupt, that was his- 
torically untrustworthy. Thiele, operating the principle that the record was truth- 
ful, though obscure, showed quite satisfactorily that involved two methods 
reckoning that changed without notice the text. While did not solve all the 
problems chronology immediately, his simple explanation reconciled the con- 
flicting figures and confirmed the existing account. Accepting the presupposition 
essential truthfulness led fuller investigation and sounder conclusions. 


The recognition these limitations not plea for obscurantism, but for more 
persistent research. Where the Bible seemingly disagrees with history, need 
probe deeper into the available evidence and ready rearrange our thinking, 
necessary. Hypotheses may come and go; understanding may imperfect; but 
truth eternal, and available those who will pay the price for it. 


The Bible and Non-Inspired Sources (cont. from 81) 


study geneologies kept them from the truth the gospel. Accordingly, that same 
apostle who teaches that “all Scripture profitable for teaching, for re- 
proof, for correction, for instruction righteousness” also warns against the 
perils inordinate speculation, admonishing Titus 3:9 “shun foolish 
questionings, and genealogies for they are unprofitable and vain.” 


Today’s Critics (cont. from 88) 


and ultimately combined into the Pentateuch about 400 B.C. (cf. also Gottwald, 
pp. ff.). 


The position that critic takes regarding the Scriptures basic. Either re- 
gards them reliable, authoritative and trustworthy basis for his treatment the 
biblical period rejects trustworthy. 


Once the critic has decided this basic question should consider the Bible 
literature, evaluate its cultural tradition and record religious encounter. 
Interpretations throughout, course, will directly effected his 
supposition. 


The tools the critics fundamentally are the same: the text the original 
language, grammar, dictionaries, archaeology, history, geography, and other studies 
that shed light the Scriptures. Methodology likewise similar and varies only 
determined the basic presupposition the critic. His attitude toward the 
validity Scripture paramount. 


HERMENEUTICS CLOAK FOR THE 
DENIAL SCRIPTURE 


Barton 
Wheaton College Graduate School 


theological liberal has vigorously criticized Carnell’s Case for Orthodox 
Theology (Philadelphia: 1959) because inconsistency toward Scripture. The re- 
view states: 


Carnell feels that even though the Old Testament appears 
contradict both science and itself, and though much its content 
lacks revelatory power must believe that some sense the 
original writings were free from error. This sense may that in- 
spired author correctly copied inaccurate document! Obviously 
such interpretation inspiration accepted, the fact that statement 
appears Scripture grounds for believing true. Hence the 
only value the doctrine inspiration appears lie being loyal 
what supposed the view Jesus.! 


Carnell, other words, insists that are take seriously the Lordship 
Christ must accept the divine authority the Old orthodoxy being 
committed the concept the plenary inspiration But the criticism 
goes point out that his interpretation inspiration Carnell tends vitiate 
the reality Biblical authority. Indeed, openly grants the impossibility “coax- 
ing into harmony” the data How then, ask, can the same 
breath reject the idea accommodating the doctrine inspiration the inductively 
reasoned difficulties that recognizes? Carnell replies, “The rules hermeneutics 
see that”; though does admit that his methodology entails “strained use” 
the principles interpretation, these have been employed historic evangelical- 
Actually, this neo-evangelicalism suggestive Roman Catholicism, when the 
latter assures that “Any meaning [of Scripture] not harmony with 
the Church’s interpretation cannot the true sense simply substi- 
tutes rational induction for the Church, the source distinguishing which Biblical 
passages need interpreted away. both cases, hermeneutics seems have be- 
come cloak for the practical denial Scripture. 


The following study, therefore, examines three specific areas this “strained” 
hermeneutic; for the discipline itself, which may defined the science, art, 
Biblical interpretation, fact indispensable for proper exegesis and becomes 
detrimental Biblical truth only when perverted into what Engelder has called “the 
hermeneutics the Its value patent the three areas under discussion, 
namely, loquendi, normativeness, and progressive revelation. Usus loquendi 
signifies for any given word phrase its socially designated meaning. Fairbairn de- 
fines “falling with prevalent modes thought as, not lend countenance 
error, but serve for the better apprehension the truth.”® For example, Daniel 
Babylon speaks Nebuchadrezzer’s attack the third year Jehoiakim (Dan. 
1:1), while Jeremiah Palestine places the fourth year (Jer. 46:2): Daniel 
appears simply follow the Babylonian usage reckoning king’s first year after 
the year his accession, Again, relative the post-resurrection appearances 
Christ, Paul refers the apostle “the twelve” Cor. 15:5), even though Judas 
was dead and his successor had not yet been chosen. similar import are such 
phenomenal descriptions as, “The sun rises.” Usus loquendi thus signifies accom- 
modation, not the sense “explaining away,” but only recognizing actual 


contemporary and cultural meanings, opposed those less historically valid in- 
terpretations that might dictated our own 20th century observation. 


The second hermeneutical area, that normativeness, asks the question whether 
given event statement constitutes divinely intended norm, standard, for 
Christian life. Both intrinsic and universal normativeness are involved. Intrinsic 
normativeness, Ramm has well stated, must determined upon the basis 
Biblical The conduct Peter Antioch (Gal. 2:11) the words 
Satan Job lack such contextual approval. Similarly, those passages which the 
“three friends” condemn Job, such Eliphaz’s words 22:5-9, are clearly 
fault Job 1:1, 32:3), even though accurrately recorded. the other hand, the 
words this same Eliphaz concerning the power God (in 5:13) are expressly 
approved Cor. 5:13); and, result, one must avoid such indiscriminate 
denial inspired normativeness his speeches suggested Most 
expressly, Scripture assigns intrinsic normativeness the human composers the 
books the men who “spake from God, being moved the Holy Spirit” 
Peter 1:21). Critics such Dodd may indeed question, the reader 
has discovered what the writer actually said and meant, wants ask further, 
this what believe about God? But Paul Woolley has rightly 
opposed these attempts limit the words Scripture “nothing more than 
sonal pious wish the and Augustine, 1500 years ago, declared, 
firmly believe that one their authors erred anything Universal 
normativeness, moreover, must also present before given passage can applied 
Christian life. number Biblical commands, for example, are directed 
particular situations; and Carnell correctly criticized Seventh-day Adventism for its 
attempts transplant into the church those pre-Christian, Jewish ceremonies! which 
the New Testament has long since abrogated shadow things come, but the 
body Christ’s” (Col. 2:17). 


final area interpretation concerns progressive revelation. For Scripture de- 
scribes developing faith: “God, having old time spoken the prophets di- 
verse manners, hath the end these days spoken unto His Son, who [is] 
the very image His substance” (Heb. 1:1-3). Our first parents, for example, 
possessed only vague hope deliverance through the seed woman (Gen. 
David foresaw God’s anointed Messiah) begotten the Father (Ps. 2:2. 7); 
and preach Christ crucified, the power God Cor. 1:23-24). Simultaneously, 
however, observe, with Ramm, that immature preliminary does not exist 
state contradiction with the mature and The Bible, accordingly. no- 
where abrogates the moral standard the Old Testament: rather, Carnell ob- 
serves, today “we owe His holy law more than (cf. Mt. 5:17,20-22). For God 
cannot lie contradict Himself (Num. 23:19, Titus 1:2): and, Warfiield con- 
clusively demonstrates, “Scripture says” means “God Thus, while progress 
and clarification may assumed, correction replacement, may not. 


recent conservatively-oriented publications, however, these principles usus 
loquendi, normativeness, and progressive revelation seem have shifted function 
from that X-ray for exposing the meaning Scripture that cloak for 
avoiding it. reference, for example, the extent the flood, Bernard Ramm 
has concluded that when interpreted “phenomenally” and according the cultural 
usage the narrator, the deluge need understood covering only that part the 
earth’s surface lay within the observation the man who recorded But that 
the principle usus loquendi not the real basis for this interpretation shown 
Ramm’s own summarization, follows. “The flood local, though spoken 
universal terms. and the destruction man local though spoken universal 


The account, other words, conveys the thought universal catastro- 
phe; but rational induction discountenances the possibility world-wide flood. 
therefore left the rules hermeneutics gloss over the unacceptable words. 
Carnell’s admission more the point, when says, “The prima-facie meaning 
the Flood that the entire earth was submerged. But geological evidence fails 
verify universal flood. Orthodoxy has decisive resolution the 
other hand, the latter then turns about and makes the following appeal the force 
language, legitimatize the possibility theory man’s theistic evolution: 


God was pleased breathe his image into creature that had pre- 
viously come from the dust, it. Scripture only requires say 
that the physical antecedent man was not denoted man until God per- 
formed the 


But does objective usus loquendi permit view that what commenced Eden 
was more than new denotation for already existent creature? Following 
standard Hebrew usage for the word nephesh, “Soul,” modern scholars translate 
Genesis 2:7 follows, “Yahweh God molded man out the dust the ground and 
breathed into his nostrils the breath life, and man became living being.” Only 
“strained” hermeneutic, therefore, may direct creationism removed from 
this verse. final example appears Ramm’s treatment Joshua’s “long day.” 
The command Joshua marked poetic balance and reads (literally) 


Sun silent upon Gibeon; 
And thou, Moon, the valley Aijalon. 
And the sun was silent, and the moon stood, 
Until the nation had avenged themselves their enemies. 


The prose narrative then adds, “And the sun stood the midst heaven and hasted 
not down about whole day” (Josh. 10:12-13). Liberalism has concluded that 
the original poem taught the “silent” clouding over the sun and that the later 
comment prose misunderstood the poetry and introduced the idea miraculously 
prolonged Ramm (while noting the possibility long day) expresses his 
preference for the “clouding over” hypothesis; but seks maintain the authenti- 
city the prose section well, following the interpretation Walter 
Maunder’s proposal was that the words, “The sun hasted not down,” should 
understood meaning that because the refreshing cloudiness “That afternoon 
seemed double the ordinary Elsewhere, however, admitted that 
the words, taken their cultural usage, did teach retarded movment the 
Accordingly, Lincoln Shute, another advocate the cloudiness theory, and 
also quoted Ramm, has confessed that Maunder’s interpretation “very far from 
too, moreover, concedes that the Hebrew verb bo’, used with 
the sun means, consistently, “To in, set down”; but this point 
would substitute, “to go, resume its shining and the pouring its heat down upon 
the heads Joshua’s soldiers,” though admits this “doubtful, difficult 
element” within his appears that Ramm employing question- 


able usus shield for more deep-seated conviction that the Scripture 
must not allowed teach facts which science might skeptical. Carnell even 
lays down principle interpretation that “Theology beyond its tether when 
repudiates uniformity the name But such position seems 
painfully resemble that Romanist hermeneutics, which states, “It would 
wrong make Scripture the criterion Little wonder that Hordern, 
his Case for neo-orthodox theology, characterizes such procedure saying, 


— 


Genesis inerrant picture creation, but the Christian cannot 
know what means until the “assured results” science come in. This 
means that the doctrine Scriptural inerrancy has become purely 
emotive reaction the Bible; can give practical knowledge 
Worse still, would seem that the words the Bible can stretched 
mean anything that, view science, they “should” 

Objective interpretation requires that assert with Paul Woolley, great many 
statements the realm natural science are found the Bible, and [even 
though limited, phenomenal nature] they are true Some may 
indeed suggest that this “trueness” need not embrace so-called peripheral matters; 
but Pieper, with clearer understanding consistent faith has countered, 
“When Scripture incidentally treats scientific subject, always For, 
once have determined the loquendi given expression, the fact Biblical 
inerrancy requires our loyalty the truths signified. avoid such commitment 
through the abuse hermeneutics can bring little but ridicule upon evangelicalism. 

the second area under consideration, recent writers have accused fundamental- 
ism imposing upon Scripture undue uniformity, treating all its passages 
they were normative for faith and Such excessive belief Carnell 
defines and, says elsewhere, Biblical hermeneutics “is easily cor- 
rupted the cultic But while some may wrongfully have ascribed universal 
normativeness certain Paul’s particular directives (for example, the Cor- 
inthian church, with the result that bobbed hair becomes capital offence), other 
modern conservatives seem have erred the opposite direction their unwise 
denials intrinsic normativenss, for the purpose avoiding Biblical difficulties. 
Thus even Keil and Delitzsch were willing dismiss Paul’s declaration King 
Saul’s yr. reign (Acts 13:21) more than “traditional opinion current 
the Jewish apparently having failed weigh the implications their 
solution upon the authority Paul approved speaker within Scripture. Car- 
nell, moreover, has felt free ask whether the whole gamut Biblical poetry need 
necessarily express the divine even though this question concerns the norma- 
tiveness the very composers the books the Bible. hermeneutical theory 
that would justify such “picking and choosing” can hardly considered con- 
gruous with the plenary inspiration the Word. 

the category prophecy, the British exegete Ellison has sought 
escape certain problems non-fulfillment adducing the following principle: 

Except where promise confirmed God’s oath are safe 
concluding that every statement God about the future has some element 
difficulty will found recognizing minor contradictions the message 
any particular 

But again the normativeness the inspired writers Scripture that stake; 
and when Paul affirms that believed “all things which are written the prophets” 
(Acts 24:14) gives indication that his confidence was restricted such mat- 
ters God saw fit confirm oath! Hermeneutics does recognize conditional 
prophecies, such Jonah’s threat Nineveh (Jonah 3:4, cf. Jer. but, 
Berkhof has stated, 

This conditional character can only ascribed those prophecies 
that referred the near future, and that could, therefore, made con- 
ditional the free actions the prophets’ 


This rule provides blanket coverage for the difficulties that may appear 
prophecy. 


equally serious abuse the principle normativeness concerns its applica- 
tion the historical books Scripture. Years ago, writers such James Orr sought 
account for Scripture’s apparently erroneous statements history referring 
them, not the inspired Biblical writer, but the non-normative sources that these 
men happened incorporate within their books. was this very subterfuge, how- 
that provoked the scornful criticism quoted the outset this 
Rather, Abraham Kuyper has pointed out, “All Scripture [which includes even 
the books the historians] the theopneustic (II im. 3:16) and thereby 
their product obtained Divine This does not mean, James Orr and 
his disciples unfairly imply, that graphic inspiration necessarily lifts the Biblical 
writers above the need for written sources, that supernatural information 
supplies such lacks might have existed these Indeed, the 
one negative effect human meditation upon the finished product Scrip- 
ture that its truth remains the very existence our four Gospels 
indicates how one evangelist was capable gaining “the full Yet 
the other hand, graphic inspiration does mean that “‘the Holy Spirit worked 
effectively determining upon the Biblical writers and that His influ- 
ence “extended their selecting activity, choosing the material in- 
The inclusion erroneous impressions, inevitable human ex- 
perience, thus checked well: 


The Totality Truth 


True ideas the minds 
the human authors 


Error 


Inevitable errors 


ivinely 
they knew THE prevented from 
tion 
But many truths, that were BIBLE 


Quotations such Paul’s taken from Menander and Epimenides (Acts 17:28, Cor. 
15:33, Titus 1:12) Jude’s taken from Enoch (Jude 14-15) show that not the 
author the original source, but the Biblical editor, who possesses God’s “inspir- 
ation,” which means simply “divinely guaranteed truthfulness,” follows, however, 
that the reliability such mateirals become incorporated into Scripture 
thereby established. Those therefore who feel that the only teachings that the Holy 
Spirit wishes convey through Scripture are such teachings concern faith and 
morals, would exhibit greater candor frankly denying Biblical inerrancy (and 
plenary inspiration) than taking refuge behind spacious hermeneutic that dis- 
misses His other teachings inerrant compilations non-normative records. 
most cases, however impelling reason exists for doubting the truthfulness Scrip- 
ture the first place. Each the so-called discrepancies that Carnell lists between 
Samuel-Kings and I-II Chronicles capable resolution, either textual criticism 
contextual exegesis. Again, Stephen’s statements Acts for example, that 
Abraham removed from Haran after his father Terah had died, are not without 
credibility. Everett Harrison has, indeed, criticized these words, quotation 


the LXX which “the Hebrew text Genesis will not permit The 
figures given Genesis 11:26,32 and 12:4 demand that Terah continued live 
for years after Abraham left But while the English the Authorized 
Version might have left this impression, the American Standard rendering Gen. 
12:1 confirms Stephen’s inspired declaration that Abraham’s departure was subse- 
quent Terah’s death, the previous chapter Carnell, therefore, even 
while willing question the normativeness Stephen, yet concedes that the presence 
mistakes his speech has never been 


reference our third principle, that progressive revelation, conflict 
involved when Carnell states that “the lower stages [of the Biblical record] have 
read the light the higher.” But when adds, “with the correction which 
the higher affords,” and speaks the “abrogation whatever was imperfect the 
earlier one recalls Warfield’s words that “To correct the teaching 
Scripture proclaim Scripture fact, when any lower stage 
considered rectifiable, thereby ceases God-breathed; and speak 
revelation’s “progress” becomes misnomer. Yet under the cloak this principle, 
Eugene Nida has felt free assert, “The Old Testament sanctioned polygamy, not 
only tacit consent but declaration and permitted relatively easy di- 
vorce expressly historic evangelicalism, such criticisms 
seem hardly convincing, light the prohibition polygamy Lev. 18:18 
John Murray’s and the restriction divorce cases where “some 
unseemly thing found her” (Dt. 24:1, which corresponds the very words 
Christ, who restricted divorce cases fornication, Mt. 19:9). But Carnell goes 
even further and, the name progressive revelation, depicts the commandments 
Jesus standing judgment over all “the truncated ethic the Old 
and. correspondingly, proceeds designate the Calvinistic emphasis upon the 
Ten Commandments Carrying his principle another step, states 
that “the New Testament abrogates everything that does not materially advance the 
Abrahamic covenant; and then, with logical consistency, concludes: 


Only Romans and Galations make didactic effort connect the 
blessings the covenant with the gift God’s Son. Therefore, the 
church teaches anything that offends the system Romans and Gala- 
tians, 

this, Carnell not simply affirming that Romans and Galatians teach truths that 
are more basic than those found the rest the Bible, but that the teachings 
these two books are the only ones that require the ultimate allegiance Christians 
and “cannot voided” applying the principle progressive The 
reductio absurdum such hermeneutics appears his concern over the com- 
mand, “Greet one another with holy kiss”; because, falls within the book 
Romans” Presumably, its occurrence within Corinthians, Thessa- 
lonians, and Peter creates such problem! Neither dispensationalism nor 
liberalism were ever carried quite this extreme! Furthermore, there funda- 
mental issue involved, namely, the right Christ establish the religious standard 
for His followers. Kuyper expresses it, “If Christ attributed absolute authority 
the Old Covenant then the matter settled for everyone who worships 
Even when encounter within the phenomena Scripture certain statements that 
offend our rational sensitivities, such experiences can never justify our invoking the 
principle progressive revelation, exclude them from the body Christian 
truth. The doctrine Biblical authority was finalized Christ, when spoke the 
words that appear the seal the Evangelical Thelogical Society, “The Scripture 
[not just Romans and Galatians] cannot broken” (John 10:35. Imperfect men, 


therefore, simply cannot decide for themselves, observing the contents Scrip- 
ture, what the doctrine Scripture ought be. But this recognition means 
restricts us, often charged, unrealistic, preconceived notion inspiration. 
Warfield well puts it: 

Let not said that speaking thus are refusing the inductive 
method establishing doctrine. follow the inductive method. When 
approach the Scriptures ascertain their doctrine inspiration, 
proceed collecting the whole body relevant facts. Every claim they 
make inspiration relevant fact; every statement they make con- 
cerning inspiration relevant fact But the characteristics their 
own writing are not facts relevant the determination their 


Christ then, who accepted Scripture down the last jot and tittle, who must 
constitute the ultimate authority the nature progressive revelation. 


conclusion, however, might asked what the practical value 
criticizing Christian brother, respect the questionable employment such 
hermeneutical principles these loquendi, normativeness, and progressive 
revelation. Has not the very intention these scholars been alleviate our con- 
cern over certain the Bible’s difficulties, that can, with greater assurance, 
conform ourselves the mind Christ respect inerrancy Scripture? But 
good intentions fail obviate the following three facts: (1) Our anti-evangelical 
critics see more clearly than can some the incongruity professing believe 
inerrancy while the same time denying reference the concrete data 
Scripture. consistent orthodoxy will warrant more respect than obscurantist neo- 
evangelicalism. (2) The propogation the gospel depends upon clear witness 
its proper interpretation. sometimes said that the Bible stands above any need 
for defense our part; but, though the Word our God will indeed stand forever, 
the men who need its message will not. condone invalid applications the princi- 
ples its interpretation open the gates for views ranging from Romanism 
Mormonsim, which, must recall, accepts the Bible the word God, “as far 
translated correctly” (Articles Faith). (3) The authority our Bible cannot 
long survive our disbelief its contents. The hermeneutics that cloak the denial 
Scripture form but poor cloak, and such pretense must ultimately discarded 
favor those more forthright theories that explain away the doctrine 
inspiration itself. This sober fact does much justify the situation that 
Carnell laments, that, “When gifted professor tries interact with the 
critical difficulties the text, charged with dis-affection, not outright 
But the same time, must admitted that evangelicalism’s concern over heretical 
views inspiration does lay open the most serious charges; for Carnell has 
made clear that “Orthodoxy’s intramural debate inspiration way dis- 
turbs the truth the gospel, and think that does 
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